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Preface

Natural disasters and human-induced disasters have increased both in frequency and
fury over the years. India has suffered enormously in terms of loss of lives and live-
lihoods and damage to both public and private property due to the recurrence of
major natural and human-induced disasters. Effective disaster risk governance strat-
egies not only save lives and minimize damage but also reduce extra burdens on the
economy and enhance resilience to respond effectively during emergencies.
Spending on risk reduction is always profitable compared to crisis management.
Prior to 2005, governmental stress was always on a reactive approach rather than on
disaster risk-reduction policies and strategies.

The Government of India recognized the need for a proactive, comprehensive,
and sustained approach to disaster management to reduce the detrimental effects of
disasters on the overall socioeconomic development of the country. Consequently,
they came out with the Disaster Management Act of 2005 and very recently the
National Disaster Management Plan of 2016.

There is increasing evidence from recent disasters that well-aware and well-
prepared local governments and local communities can minimize the impacts of
disasters. It is a well-accepted fact that the community varies from place to place,
and its risk perception and ways to respond to disaster also varies. Therefore, it is
important to decentralize policy and to customize it based on local needs and priori-
ties. A strong and committed local government system is often found to be effective
for successfully implementing disaster risk-reduction plans. There is a significant
gap between scientific interventions, their practices, and implementation in society.
Disaster risk governance could provide the opportunity to bridge the gap between
science and technology interventions and community implementation.

This book, Disaster Risk Governance in India and Cross-Cutting Issues, is a
pioneering attempt to provide a balanced approach of theory and practice in disaster
risk governance. The book analytically discusses the status of disaster risk gover-
nance at national and regional levels, lessons from recent disasters and scientific
interventions towards mitigation measures in an Indian context.

The book primarily covers major geophysical and hydrometeorological hazards
and related disasters in India. The book is organized into four parts. Part I provides
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the outline and basics of disaster-risk governance perspectives at the national level
with supporting examples from a global review. Part II specifically highlights the
detailed perspectives of risk governance at regional and local levels. Part III of the
book is devoted to approaches and issues of disaster risk governance and develop-
ment at various levels, highlighting the practices and certain examples of disaster
risk governance, policy options, institutional setup, risk reduction strategies, and
key lessons learned. Part IV of this book highlights the risk reduction and cross-
cutting issues, focusing more on risk mitigation and scientific intervention for disas-
ter risk reduction. The book contains 19 chapters.

The main purpose and objective of this work is to connect existing data, research,
conceptual work, and practical cases on risk resilience and risk reduction from
across India under a common umbrella. People from academia, civil administration,
the armed forces, and disaster managers describe their deep understanding and field
experiences with the efficacy of disaster governance pertaining to Indian crisis situ-
ations. Analysis of Indian policy, best practices on disaster risk governance, and
response management also are portrayed in this volume. The primary target groups
for the book are students and researchers in the fields of disaster risk management,
public administration, disaster risk reduction, environmental sciences, geography,
geology, earth sciences, and climate change studies. In addition to academicians,
the book targets practitioners and policy makers, who will be able to apply the les-
sons, risk information, and collective wisdom into policy and decision making. This
book serves as a comprehensive reference related to disaster risk governance for
disaster managers working in India and other countries.

Khlong Luang, Pathum Thani, Thailand Indrajit Pal
Fujisawa, Kanagawa, Japan Rajib Shaw
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Part I
Overview and National Perspectives



Chapter 1
Disaster Governance and Its Relevance

Indrajit Pal and Rajib Shaw

Abstract It is evident that disasters are a true litmus test of governance. Many
attributes of governance interplay in disasters, before, during, and after a situation.
Governance is the exercise of political, economic, and administrative authority in
the management of a country’s affairs at all levels. This book is emphasizing the
governance of disaster risks that influences the way in which national and subna-
tional actors (including governments, parliamentarians, public servants, the media,
the private sector, and civil society organizations) are willing and able to coordinate
their actions to manage and reduce disaster-related risk (UNDP. Disaster risk reduc-
tion, governance & mainstreaming. UNDP, New York, 2010). This introductory
chapter will discuss the risk governance perspectives in the parlance of accepted
theoretical base. The present research will make a review of different governance
issues related to the disaster risk reduction, from global, regional, national, and local
perspectives, and will highlight the needs and relevance of disaster governance at
different levels.

Keywords Risk governance * Disaster management ® Natural hazards

1.1 Introduction

The Indian subcontinent has diversified geo-climatic conditions and is being vulner-
able for multiple natural hazards. Every year India is facing severe level of disasters,
which kills thousands of people and affects millions of people especially the under-
served communities. Natural hazards continue to pose a major threat to the entire
world with prospects of even greater impacts to life and property in the future (Aini
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and Fakhrul-Razi 2010; Hayles 2010). “Natural” disasters have caused more than
780,000 fatalities and destroyed property and infrastructure worth a minimum of
$960 billion over the last decade (Guha-Sapir et al. 2010; UNISDR 2010a). It has
been projected that should current trends continue, 100,000 lives will be lost each
year, while the costs of “natural” disasters will be in excess of $300 billion per year
by 2050 (IFRC 2009).

The literature on disaster risk governance often suggests the “governance” in
parlance of “common agreement” that originally invented by political and social
science in general. The concept of governance is not only complex in nature because
of system inbuilt uncertainty but controversial as well. In its most general form of
understanding, governance is not government. Governance, as a concept, recognizes
the existence of power inside and outside the formal authority and institutions of
government. Therefore, government is a major actor, but not the sole actor influenc-
ing decisions and how they are implemented. Other entities in the broad spectrum of
governance include religious organizations, private enterprise, unions, cooperatives,
financial institutions, political parties, and community-based organizations.

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) defines governance as
“the exercise of economic, political, and administrative authority to manage a coun-
try’s affairs at all levels. It comprises the mechanisms, processes, and institutions
through which citizens and groups articulate their interests, exercise their legal
rights, meet their obligations, and mediate their differences. It brings together the
actions of state, non-state, and private sector actors” (UNDP 2004). Disaster risk
governance also can be categorized into three categories: (a) economic governance,
influencing decision-making processes that directly and indirectly affect a country’s
economic activities and their implications for equity, poverty (including risk), and
quality of life; (b) political governance, the driving process of decision-making to
set legislative processes, and formulate laws, regulation, and policies, which is also
referred as institutional basis for implementation; (c¢) administrative governance,
defined as the system of policy implementation that requires the existence of well-
functioning government organizations at the national and local levels, and which
play roles as enforcers of regulations related to disaster mitigation, building code
enforcement, land use planning, environmental risk, and human vulnerability moni-
toring and safety standards (UNDP 2004).

Governance is also defined by the process of decision-making and the process by
which decisions are implemented (or not implemented) (UNESCAP 2009). The
governance also emphasizes the “process” which recognizes the decisions are made
based on complex relationships between multi-stakeholders with different priori-
ties. Governance of risk and catastrophe promotes the idea that there is empirical
power (such as government, market, civil society, science) that coexists to govern
risk and catastrophe (Lassa 2011).

Proponents of risk governance frameworks, such as of the Institute of Risk
Governance Council (IRGC), suggest that risk governance encompasses risk assess-
ment, risk management, and risk communication, which requires fundamental
understanding of formal and informal institutions, social-economic contexts within
which risk is evaluated, and the involvement of actors and stakeholders who
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represent them in political and policy arenas that range from the local to the global
level (Renn and Walker 2007: 334; Renn 2008; Kathleen 2012).

Rayner (2007: 165) suggests that risk may shift responsibility from governmen-
tal to private sector and NGO actors, while at the same time as risk can facilitate
government control over citizens. He further argues that “control by government is
seen to have been supplemented, if not replaced, by a more distributed form of gov-
erning usually referred to by the term ‘governance’ — defined as the management of
a system, usually political or organizational, involving mutual adjustment, negotia-
tion, and accommodation between the parties involved rather than direct control.”

It is evident that legal frameworks provide a new direction to disaster risk man-
agement through the supplementary incorporation of sound disaster risk reduction
measures into developmental decisions, policies, and programs. It is noted widely
that some governments have successfully adopted and implemented disaster risk
reduction (DRR) policies, while others are lagging behind (Williams 2011) espe-
cially when it comes to local governments and field level actions.

1.2 Legislations and Policies for Risk Governance

Legislations and guidelines are one of the most important aspects in maintaining
good governance in disaster risk. In the low- and middle-income countries, where
socioeconomic conditions are inversely impacted by increasing load of population
density and urban migrations, risk governance seems to be a challenge for the disas-
ter managers as well as administrators. This edited book will analyze the status and
impacts of policies and legislations toward the governance of disasters in India.

At the operational level, governance has been simplified as “good governance
characteristics” such as participation, rule of law, transparency, responsiveness,
consensus orientation, equity, effectiveness, efficiency, accountability, and strategic
vision in regard to disaster risk reduction (UNDP 2004: 75). Good governance is
also viewed as the commitment to sharing decision-making power among the stake-
holders in disaster risk reduction, where the government remains critical actors in
reducing risk as well as in the broader development context, based on its capacity as
a mediator between private and public interests and as well as the people at risk,
ranging from the local to the international level.

It is a general “catch-all” term used in a wide array of contexts to mean and jus-
tify many things, including particular forms of governance (such as democracy). In
an attempt to focus on governance issues rather than advocating for a particular type
of governance, this chapter and through the book uses a simple definition of gover-
nance adopted from internationally relevant norms.

Within the disaster recovery context, governance is the overall process by which
affected governments, organizations, and populations (1) determine what is to be
done, how it is to be done, and who it is to benefit and (2) apply themselves to
implementing these decisions. Within such a dynamic and unpredictable environ-
ment, the impacts of these decisions and their implementation can be profound,
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drastically changing lives, social systems, economies, and the recovery process
itself — either for the better or the worse. Summarized at the 2010 International
Recovery Forum by the minister of a disaster-prone South Asian nation, “Governance
is everything.”

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) measures and risk governance include the system-
atic development and application of policies, strategies, and practices to prevent or
prepare for hazards or to mitigate their adverse effects (UNISDR 2010b). The
Department for International Development (DFID) (2005) has divided DRR mea-
sures into four categories: policy and planning measures, physical coping and/or
adaptive measures, physical preventative measures, and community capacity build-
ing measures. Four ways of reducing vulnerability, which can be used for DRR,
have also been identified by McEntire, Crocker, and Peters (2010). These are engi-
neering methods, focusing on ways to increase resistance through construction
practices in the built environment; physical science methods, stressing exposure to
hazards and risk reduction in unsafe environments; structural methods, concentrat-
ing on socioeconomic factors and demographic characteristics with a focus on cul-
tural and traditional perceptions of vulnerability; and organizational dimensions,
which focus on the effectiveness of preparedness, response, recovery, and manage-
ment operations. DRR takes place under the auspices of governance.

Though local government is expected to play a leading role in disaster risk gov-
ernance activities, it faces significant challenges. These include inadequate human,
material, and financial resources (Manyena 2006; Pearce 2003), including the lack
of experience to manage the expectations of disaster-affected people. It has also been
observed that empowering local government through decentralization mechanism
proved to be beneficial for local population, including marginalized groups, and pro-
vide more autonomy to local authorities to ensure the effective implementation of
risk reduction measures (Ahrens and Rudolph 2006; Pulido 2008; UNISDR 2010b).

Postindependence India’s journey through the 5-year plans points to the under-
standing of disasters to primarily mitigate challenges of droughts and floods.
Schemes such as the Drought Prone Area Program (DPAP), Desert Development
Program (DDP), National Watershed Development Project for Rain-fed Areas
(NWDPRA), and Integrated Water Development Project IWDP) are examples of
this conventional paradigm. The government has got the whole machinery in place,
and the relief work was carried out with the help of the many agencies including the
Indian Red Cross Society, Indian Institute of Tropical Meteorology, UNDP India,
Tata Energy Research Institute, Housing and Urban Development Corporation,
Council for Advancement of People’s Action and Rural Technology (CAPART), etc.

Schemes for financing expenditure on relief and rehabilitation in the wake of
natural calamities are governed by the recommendations of Finance Commissions
appointed by the Government of India after every 5 years. In the 1990s, the period
coinciding with UN-IDNDR, the system of financial response underwent a change
to reduce the time between occurrence of a calamity and the provision of relief to
the victims. Under the scheme in operation for the period 1995-2000, each state had
a corpus of funds called Calamity Relief Fund (CRF), administered by a state level
committee and headed by the chief secretary of the state government. The size of the
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corpus is determined having regard to the vulnerability of the state to different natu-
ral calamities and the magnitude of expenditure normally incurred by the state on
relief operations. The corpus is built by annual contributions of the union govern-
ment and the state governments concerned. The states are free to draw upon this
corpus for providing relief in the event of a natural calamity. In the event of a major
disaster warranting intervention at the national level, a provision exists in the form
of National Fund for Calamity Relief with a corpus for the union government to
supplement the financial resources needed for relief operations. However, disaster
prevention and mitigation were not addressed as such but some of the development
programs like construction of dams and embankments were executed with reduc-
tion of flood hazards as one of the aims. The number of other structural and non-
structural actions has been taken throughout the country across various sectors of
development which contributed to disaster prevention and mitigation.

Disaster mitigation and prevention were adopted as essential component of the
development strategy. India witnessed the passage of Disaster Management Act
2005 by the parliament which installed an era of paradigm shift from “response and
relief centric” to “prevention-mitigation, preparedness centric” holistic disaster
management approach. Disaster management has emerged as a high priority for the
country. The Eleventh Five-Year Plan 2007-2012 aimed at consolidating the pro-
cess by giving impetus to projects and programs that develop and nurture the culture
of safety and the integration of disaster prevention and mitigation into the develop-
ment process.

Legislation to minimize the disaster risk is fundamental for enhancing human
security. It is the first step toward mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into devel-
opment. Legislation provides the framework around which strategies to build risk
reduction into development and reconstruction activities can be empowered. The
law can be used to provide penalties and incentives by enforcing standards in con-
struction, land use, and tenant’s rights and by defining people’s rights during relief
and reconstruction (Pelling and Holloway 2006). The goal of sustainable develop-
ment through disaster reduction needs to be operationalized through a set of policies
and an effective legal framework.

Following the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR), the first
international agreement adopted within the context of post-2015 development
agenda, the National Executive Committee prepared the National Disaster
Management Plan (NDMP) to place significant emphasis on improving the disaster
risk governance at national and subnational level in Indian perspectives.

1.3 Global, Regional, National, and Local Perspectives
of Disaster Risk Reduction

Countries in Asia and the Pacific have substantially improved institutions and poli-
cies in disaster risk governance. Mega-disasters, such as the Indian Ocean Tsunami,
Cyclone Nargis, and the GEJE, became opportunities to strengthen risk governance
in affected countries. Various countries have developed risk governance by creating
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focal point agencies, establishing national platforms, and promoting legislation.
These steps have been taken in line with the HFA and subsequently with Sendai
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015-2030). The number of national plat-
forms is increasing globally and rose from 38 in 2007 to 73 in 2011. An increasing
number of countries have been adopting or updating existing disaster risk manage-
ment legislation (UNISDR 2011b). Legislation can establish new agencies or
empower existing agencies with new responsibilities as well as create budget lines
and policy responsibilities (Pelling and Holloway 2006).

There are various reasons for changing disaster risk management institutions and
policies. Changes in governance, such as globalization and devolution, pose sub-
stantial challenges for disaster risk management institutions. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency in the USA moved from a limited form of direct service deliv-
ery to a complex, network-based approach in the 1990s that stretched from the fed-
eral government into state and local governments and the private sector (Kettl 2000).

A number of countries have been continuously strengthening national disaster
risk management (DRM) systems based on lessons learned from disasters inside
and outside the countries (Amini-Hosseini and Hosseinioon 2012; Ikeda 2012;
Nishikawa 2010). In Taipei, Taiwan Typhoon Morakot initiated a change in national
institutions. The National Fire Agency was transformed to the National Disaster
Prevention and Protection Agency through the Disaster Prevention and Protection
Act to expand the agencies’ functions to include comprehensive countermeasures.
Japan enacted the Disaster Countermeasure Basic Act in 1961 after a high tide
disaster in Nagoya in 1959, which caused over 5000 deaths. The main driver of the
latest version of Japan’s DRM plan after the GEJE is the need to account for low-
probability, high-impact compound hazards. There is a pressing need for govern-
ments to develop mechanisms to collect disaster data to put in place more
evidence-based policies in DRM.

Countries in Asia and the Pacific have taken legislative actions to establish focal
point agencies within their central government structures and national platforms. Of
the 61 countries and areas in the region, 30 have enacted national or central legisla-
tion that specifically deals with DRM (UNESCAP and UNISDR 2012). Following
the Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004, affected countries have strengthened their focal
point agencies. Sri Lanka established the Disaster Management Ministry by newly
creating a disaster management center and merging it with the meteorological
agency. Thailand has strengthened the coordination roles of the Disaster Management
Department in its government. Indonesia has created a national disaster management
agency and also local agencies throughout the country. Myanmar is planning to
establish a new agency and to enact a national disaster management law reflecting
lessons from the Cyclone Nargis disaster in 2008. Vietnam and the Philippines,
which are major disaster-prone countries in Asia, have strengthened existing legisla-
tion and institutions. Most countries in the Pacific have created national disaster
management offices as stand-alone agencies (Hay 2009).

National governments are expected to play a pivotal role in disaster risk manage-
ment (DRM). The governments in the Asia and the Pacific region have developed a
wide range of innovative solutions at the national level. Building DRM into national
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development strategies, programs, and projects is needed to protect these develop-
ments and make certain that new developments do not exacerbate disaster risks.
Thus, each developing country should (i) place DRM as a core element within the
structure of its government; (ii) legally define its mandate, status, and coordination
role with line ministries and a focal point agency; and (iii) establish mechanisms for
coordinating with and supporting local governments.

Governance is widely regarded as the key to reducing disaster risks (Ahrens and
Rudolph 2006; Castanos and Lomnitz 2008; UNISDR 2011a; Wisner et al. 2004).
Many low- and middle-income countries need responsive, accountable, transparent,
and efficient governance structures in DRM (Davis 2011 and UNDP 2010).
Governance is defined as an exercise of political, economic, and administrative
authority in the management of a country’s affairs. Governance influences how
income and assets are distributed to the people and determines how the people protect
themselves from hazards and how they access support in recovery (Turnbull et al.
2013). Since many low- and middle-income countries lack the administrative, orga-
nizational, financial, and political capacity to effectively cope with disasters, the poor
become particularly vulnerable. Low-income countries have suffered only 9% of
worldwide disasters since 1980 but suffered 48% of the fatalities (World Bank 2012c).

The low- and middle-income developing countries need to place DRM as a core
element within the structure of the government. Countries with well-established
institutions can decrease the number of affected people and economic losses from
natural disasters, while mortality is increasing in countries with weak governance
capacities (Cannon 2008; Raschky 2008). The Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA),
which was adopted at the World Conference on Disaster Reduction at Kobe in 2005,
defines “development, and strengthening of institutions, mechanisms and capacities
to build resilience to hazards” as one of the strategic goals and emphasizes the
action of ensuring DRM as a national and a local priority with a strong institutional
basis for implementation (UNISDR 2005). In Japan, the Disaster Countermeasures
Basic Act, which was legislated in 1961, stipulates the DRM framework. The frame-
work covers (1) the roles and responsibilities of national and local governments and
communities; (2) the details of disaster management plans, institutions, and coun-
termeasures; and (3) the platforms at national and local levels.

Each country should mainstream DRM into policy, planning, and management
in all relevant sectors. Mainstreaming DRM has important implications for a coun-
try’s growth and development agenda, since disasters can pose serious obstacles to
socioeconomic development. Governments should develop a range of innovative
programs to prevent increasing vulnerability in the course of the economic develop-
ment process. For example, Bangladesh’s Outline Perspective Plan, produced by the
Planning Commission, integrates DRM and climate change adaptation into national
development strategies (UNESCAP and UNISDR 2012). In Japan, the government
is reviewing DRM approaches by learning lessons from the Great East Japan
Earthquake (GEJE) in 2011 and will mainstream DRM further in all relevant sectors
by assessing risks and vulnerabilities and allocating necessary resources to prepare
for disasters (Committee on Promoting Disaster Management of Central Disaster
Management Council 2012) (Ishiwatari 2012b).
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A wide range of stakeholders must be coordinated, since DRM concerns every-
one. DRM requires a multi-sectoral approach, which covers urban development,
infrastructure, water, education, health, and many other sectors. Single-sector devel-
opment planning cannot address the complexity of problems caused by disasters, nor
can such planning build resilient societies (World Bank 2012a, b). For example,
DRM plans should be linked with urban planning and DRM education at school,
which are effective measures to decrease disaster casualties and damage. Since no
single organization can have the ultimate responsibility for managing disaster risks,
various stakeholders should share the responsibility. In addition to governmental
organizations, the private sector and civil society play crucial roles in DRM (IRP
2009). The private sector can contribute to mitigating disaster damage in a wide
range of areas, such as the logistics of providing relief goods, payment of insurance
claims, restoration of damaged infrastructure, and the continuation of banking ser-
vices. Civil society organizations (CSOs) can respond to the various needs of affected
people at the grassroots level. The local government and CSOs can play strategic
roles in creating safety net systems to protect vulnerable groups from disasters.

1.4 Prime Minister’s Ten-Point Agenda on Disaster Risk
Reduction

Prime Minister Narendra Modi during his address at the seventh Asian Ministerial
Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (AMCDRR) held in New Delhi outlined a
ten-point agenda for renewing efforts toward disaster risk reduction. The following
are the brief on ten-point agenda on DRR (Gupta et al. 2016):

1. All development sectors must imbibe the principles of disaster risk manage-
ment: This will ensure that all development projects are built to the best stan-
dards of disaster safety and contribute to the resilience of communities they
seek to serve. Further, the public expenditure must factor in risk consider-
ations. For instance, the “housing for all” program and ‘“‘smart cities” initia-
tive in India represent such opportunities.

II. Work toward risk coverage for all: Currently, in most of the Asian countries,
insurance penetration is limited to only middle- and upper-middle-income
groups. Thus, nation-states should not only regulate but also encourage risk
coverage starting from poor households to small and medium enterprises to
multinational corporations to nation-states. The Jan-Dhan Yojana launched in
India address this very issue to ensure financial inclusion and risk insurance
for the poorest.

IIl. Encourage greater participation and leadership of women in disaster risk
management. Women are disproportionately affected by disasters. They also
have unique strengths and insights. We must train a large number of women
volunteers to support special needs of women affected by disasters.

IV. Invest in risk mapping globally: In light of the increasing risk of disasters in
the region, it is pertinent that member nations should invest in risk mapping
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in accordance with widely accepted standards and parameters. This will help
us ensure that we have a common understanding of the nature and severity of
disaster risks in different parts of the world.

Leverage technology to enhance the efficiency of our disaster risk manage-
ment efforts: In this direction an e-platform that brings together organizations
and individuals and helps them map and exchange expertise, technology, and
resources would go a long way in maximizing our collective impact.
Develop a network of universities to work on disaster issues: Recognizing the
fact that universities have social responsibilities too, we should strive for
developing a global network of universities working together on problems of
disaster risk management. This network of universities can be developed in
the first 5 years of the Sendai Framework. Further, as part of this network,
different universities could specialize in multidisciplinary research on disas-
ter issues most relevant to them. For instance, universities located in coastal
areas could specialize in managing risks from coastal hazards, and the ones
located in the hill cities could focus on mountain hazards.

Utilize the opportunities provided by social media and mobile technologies:
Social media is transforming disaster response; thus, we must recognize the
potential of social media and develop applications for all aspects of disaster
risk management.

Build on local capacity and initiative: This calls for designing specific actions
and implementing them locally, that is, we must localize disaster risk reduc-
tion with an aim to make the most of traditional best practices and indigenous
knowledge. Further, response agencies need to interact with their communi-
ties and make them familiar with the essential drill of disaster response.
Ensure that the opportunity to learn from a disaster is not wasted: This needs
a more vibrant and visual system of learning. In this direction, the United
Nations could start an international competition of documentary films on
disaster and risk reduction measures. Further, for post-disaster recovery, we
also need to put in place systems for quick risk assessments

. Bring about greater cohesion in international response to disasters: In this

direction, the United Nations could think of a common logo and branding
under which all those who are helping with relief, rehabilitation, and recon-
struction operate.

The Role of Local Government in Disaster Risk
Reduction

The phrase “local government” is conceptualized differently in different countries
in terms of the duties, structure, composition, size, level, and functional responsi-
bilities between central and subnational governments. These responsibilities can be
along fiscal, administrative, and political lines (Col 2007), and the size and levels of
the community may be divided into different categories such as regions, provinces,
cities, municipality, and townships (The Incheon Declaration 2009). The United
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Nations Office for Public Administration considers local government to be a politi-
cal subdivision of a nation or state that is constituted by law, whose governing body
is elected and has substantial control of local affairs (Ola 1984).

Councils constitute local government in Cameroon and have disaster manage-
ment functions conferred upon them by the legislative and administrative instru-
ments governing local government in Cameroon. Law No 2004/018 of July 22,
2004, stipulates that councils are responsible for such tasks as promoting local
development, improving the living conditions of their inhabitants, organizing and
coordinating relief operations for needy persons, organizing firefighting activities,
and securing the socioeconomic development of their populations. However, in
reality, councils generally lack the required resources and are not sufficiently
empowered to carry out these functions.

Local governments typically perform the following key roles in implementing
DRR initiatives: they play a central role in coordinating and sustaining a multilevel,
multi-stakeholder platform to promote DRR; they engage local communities and
citizens with DRR activities in an effective manner and link their concerns with
government priorities; they strengthen their own institutional capacities and imple-
ment practical DRR actions by themselves; and they devise and implement innova-
tive tools and techniques for DRR.

Since natural disasters are fundamentally local in nature, local governments and
communities are in a good position to be the first responder and to have the principal
responsibility for crisis management along with the disaster risk management.
National governments have various roles to support local governments to prepare
for and respond to disasters. During normal times, the national government can
provide financial and technical support to local governments to promote disaster
risk management activities. The national governments should substantially support
local governments when the local governments cannot manage large-scale disasters.
Decentralization is required for the local governments to promptly respond to disas-
ters on the ground. However, powers and budgets should be gradually devolved to
the local governments, taking into account the limits of their capacity.

The national government can support local governments in strengthening DRM
during normal times. The national government guides the local governments to
establish DRM mechanisms by enacting new laws and budgetary systems. In Japan,
prefectural and municipal governments have the primary responsibility for DRM,
while the national government has the responsibility for developing large-scale
DRM infrastructures, such as dams and embankments for managing floods and
droughts in major rivers. The national government in Japan does not have local
offices. This is because local governments and communities have developed capaci-
ties by coping with disasters as local events through their history. The Indonesian
Government has supported local governments to create DRM offices in all 33 states,
and in around 400 prefectures and cities, since 2008. The national government is
establishing tsunami warning systems with local governments.
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1.6 Challenges and Gaps in Risk Governance

The national government can provide financial subsidies to local governments to
promote disaster risk management at the local level. It is unlikely for the local gov-
ernments to put a high priority on DRM among various development areas because
of limited financial capacity. A national subsidy mechanism is useful to promote
countermeasures as a minimum requirement throughout the country (Ishiwatari
2012a). For example, retrofitting schools and hospitals that are crucial in disaster
management operations needs financial support from the national government.
Budgets and authorities are often devolved to local governments in the education
and health sectors. The local governments tend to put higher priority on allocating
budgets for constructing new buildings or purchasing equipment, rather than retro-
fitting existing buildings in preparation for unpredictable earthquakes.

The national government’s support is required when local governments cannot
properly respond to large-scale disasters. Various government agencies can mobi-
lize experts, including search and rescue teams, medical teams, and engineers to
devastated areas by utilizing national networks. Also, the national government pro-
vides meteorological and hydrological services and disaster information, such as
monitoring warnings of typhoons, floods, tsunamis, and earthquakes. Based on the
disaster information received from the national government, local governments can
issue evacuation orders to the public. In the 2011 Japan earthquake incident, many
municipalities suffered serious damage to their office buildings and incurred consid-
erable staff losses, which hampered their disaster response timing and effectiveness.
The national agencies of the police, fire departments, infrastructures, medical facili-
ties, and self-defense forces had prepared specialized teams by compiling rosters
and conducting training during normal times and were able to start deploying these
teams on March 11, 2011, the day of the disaster.

In Indian context, powers and budgets in disaster risk governance domain need
gradual development from the national government, while taking into account the
limited capacity of local governments. Vertical and horizontal integration among the
stakeholders and institutions are one of the key elements to focus for prompt
response to disasters on the ground. In India, however, limited capacity at the local
level is a common problem.

1.7 Analyzing National Disaster Management Plan

The enactment of Disaster Management Act 2005 and its subsequent implementa-
tion across the country signifies the efficiency of the political and bureaucratic sys-
tem at various levels. The National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) has
incorporated Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 through its
various activities and roadmap and also acquired knowledge and lesions from a rich
pool of global good practices. While the DM Act 2005 contributes significantly to
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the disaster risk governance endeavor in terms of legislations at the national, subna-
tional, and local level, there is a need to provide more structural and coordinated
initiatives on proactive risk management. The National Policy on Disaster
Management has been adopted in 2009 to provide more structured approach to risk
governance mechanism. Recent new global development and institutional agree-
ments of Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, Sustainable
Development Goals 2015-2030, and Paris Agreement on Climate Change at COP
21 were complemented the landmark steps toward Indian disaster risk governance
through the preparation of National Disaster Management Plan in 2016. The
National Disaster Management Plan (NDMP) is highly ambitious with short-,
medium-, and long-term measures targeted to complete in the time frame of 5, 10,
and 15 years. Despite the varied time frames, the scales of implementation as well
as institutional complexity involved in implementation also vary depending on the
specific measures. The NDMP is a dynamic document in the sense that it will be
periodically improved keeping up with the emerging global best practices and
knowledge base on disaster management. It is in accordance with the provisions of
the Disaster Management Act, 2005; the guidance given in the National Policy on
Disaster Management, 2009 (NPDM); and the established national practices.

As mandated by Disaster Management Act, 2005 (DM Act 2005), the Government
of India (Gol) created a multitiered institutional system consisting of the National
Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) headed by the prime minister, the State
Disaster Management Authorities (SDMAs) headed by the respective chief minis-
ters, and the District Disaster Management Authorities (DDMAs) headed by the dis-
trict collectors and cochaired by chairpersons of the local bodies. The DM Act 2005
lays down institutional and coordination mechanism for effective disaster manage-
ment (DM) at the national, state, district, and local levels to facilitate a paradigm shift
from reactive crisis management to proactive risk management through integrated
approach of strengthening disaster preparedness, mitigation, and emergency response.
In continuation to the DM 2005 and National Policy on Disaster Management, 2009,
the National Disaster Management Plan (NDMP) provides a framework and direc-
tion to the government agencies for all phases of disaster management cycle.

NDMP recognizes the need to minimize the ambiguity and confusions in the
responsibility of an individual and institution at various stages of managing disas-
ters. The NDMP is designed for implementation in flexible and scalable manner in
all phases of disaster management at the national and subnational level. The national
government of India developed the NDMP to make a holistic attempt to comply with
global approaches following the recommendations in Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction 2015-2030. The NDMP will help the country to meet the goals set
in the SFDRR 2015-2030, aiming to achieve substantial reduction of disaster risk
and losses in lives, livelihoods, health, economic, and physical, social, cultural, and
environmental assets of persons, business, communities, and countries.

NDMP visioned a disaster-resilient India through the achievement of substantial
disaster risk reduction and significant decrease in loss of life, livelihoods, and assets.
The national plan also targeted to address the economic, physical, cultural, and
environmental vulnerability at various levels.
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1.8 Disaster Governance and Risk Communications

The concept of risk governance comprises a broad picture of risk: not only does it
include what has been termed “risk management” or “risk analysis,” it also looks at
how risk-related decision-making unfolds when a range of actors is involved, requir-
ing coordination and possibly reconciliation between a profusion of roles, perspec-
tives, goals, and activities. Indeed, the problem-solving capacities of individual
actors, be they government, the scientific community, business players, NGOs, or
civil society as a whole, are limited and often unequal to the major challenges facing
society today.

The risk governance framework breaks down into three main phases: “pre-
assessment,” “appraisal,” and “management” (Fig. 1.1). The purpose of the pre-
assessment phase is to capture both the variety of issues that stakeholders and
society may associate with a certain risk and existing indicators, routines, and con-
ventions that may prematurely narrow down, or act as a filter for, what is going to
be addressed as risk. The first step of pre-assessment, risk framing, therefore places
particular importance on the need for all interested parties to share a common
understanding of the risk issue(s) being addressed or, otherwise, to raise awareness
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Fig. 1.1 Risk governance framework (Source: Risk Governance — Towards and Integrative
Approach, International Risk Governance Council, 2006)
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among those parties of the differences in what is perceived as a risk. For a common
understanding to be achieved, actors need both to agree with the underlying goal of
the activity or event generating the risk and be willing to accept the risk’s foresee-
able implications on that very goal. The second step of the pre-assessment phase,
early warning and monitoring, establishes whether signals of the risk exist that
would indicate its realization. This step also investigates the institutional means in
place for monitoring the environment for such early warning signals. The third step,
prescreening, takes up and looks into the widespread practice of conducting pre-
liminary probes into hazards or risks and, based on prioritization schemes and exist-
ing models for dealing with risk, of assigning a risk to predefined assessment and
management “routes.” The fourth and final step of pre-assessment selects major
assumptions, conventions, and procedural rules for assessing the risk as well as the
emotions associated with it.

The objective of the risk appraisal phase is to provide the knowledge base for the
societal decision on whether or not a risk should be taken and, if so, how the risk can
possibly be reduced or contained. Risk appraisal thus comprises a scientific assess-
ment of both the risk and of questions that stakeholders may have concerning its
social and economic implications. The first component of risk appraisal, risk assess-
ment, seeks to link a potential source of harm, a hazard, with likely consequences,
specifying probabilities of occurrence for the latter. Depending on the source of a
risk and the organizational culture of the community dealing with it, many different
ways exist for structuring risk assessment. Despite such diversity, three core steps
can be identified. These are the identification and, if possible, estimation of the
hazard, an assessment of related exposure and/or vulnerability, and an estimation of
the consequent risk. The latter step — risk estimation — aggregates the results of the
first two steps and states, for each conceivable degree of severity of the
consequence(s), a probability of occurrence. Confirming the results of risk assess-
ments can be extremely difficult, in particular when cause-effect relationships are
hard to establish, when they are instable due to variations in both causes and effects,
and when effects are both scarce and difficult to understand. Depending on the
achievable state and quality of knowledge, risk assessment is thus confronted with
three major challenges that can best be summarized using the risk categories through
“complexity,” “uncertainty,” and “ambiguity.” For a successful outcome to the risk
process and, indeed, overall risk governance, it is crucial that the implications of
these challenges are made transparent at the conclusion of risk assessment and
throughout all subsequent phases. It is also important to understand the physical
attributes of the risk on detailed knowledge of stakeholders’ concerns and ques-
tions — emotions, hopes, fears, and apprehensions — about the risk as well as likely
social consequences, economic implications, and political responses. The second
component of risk appraisal, concern assessment, thus complements the results
from risk assessment with insights from risk perception studies and interdisciplin-
ary analyses of the risk’s (secondary) social and economic implications.

The risk management phase designs and implements the actions and remedies
required to tackle risks with an aim to avoid, reduce, transfer, or retain them. Risk
management thereby relies on a sequence of six steps which facilitates systematic
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decision-making. To start with, and based on a reconsideration of the knowledge
gained in the risk appraisal phase and while judging the acceptability and/or toler-
ability of a given risk, a range of potential risk management options is identified.
The options are then assessed with regard to such criteria such as effectiveness,
efficiency, minimization of external side effects, sustainability, etc. These assess-
ment results are next complemented by a value judgment on the relative weight of
each of the assessment criteria, allowing an evaluation of the risk management
options. This evaluation supports the next step in which one (or more) of the risk
management options is selected, normally after consideration of possible trade-offs
that need to be made between a number of second-best options. The final two steps
include the implementation of the selected options and the periodic monitoring and
review of their performance.

The most controversial phase of handling risk, risk characterization and evalua-
tion, aims at judging a risk’s acceptability and/or tolerability. The risk process has
“communication” as a companion to all phases of addressing and handling risk and
is itself of a cyclical nature. However, the clear sequence of phases and steps offered
by this process is primarily a logical and functional one and will not always corre-
spond to reality (Fig. 1.1). A risk deemed “acceptable” is usually limited in terms of
negative consequences so that it is taken on without risk reduction or mitigation
measures being envisaged. A risk deemed “tolerable” links undertaking an activ-
ity — which is considered worthwhile for the value-added or benefit it provides —
with specific measures to diminish and limit the likely adverse consequences. This
judgment is informed by two distinct but closely related efforts to gather and com-
pile the necessary knowledge which, in the case of tolerability, must additionally
support an initial understanding of required risk reduction and mitigation measures.
While risk characterization compiles scientific evidence based on the results from
the risk appraisal phase, risk evaluation assesses broader value-based issues that
also influence the judgment. Such issues, which include questions such as the choice
of technology, societal needs requiring a given risk agent to be present, and the
potential for substitution as well as for compensation, reach beyond the risk itself
and into the realm of policy making and societal balancing of risks and benefits.

The risk communication is of major importance throughout the entire risk han-
dling chain. Not only should risk communication enable stakeholders and civil soci-
ety to understand the rationale of the results and decisions from the risk appraisal
and risk management phases when they are not formally part of the process, but it
should also help them to make informed choices about risk, balancing factual
knowledge about risk with personal interests, concerns, beliefs, and resources, when
they are themselves involved in risk-related decision-making. Effective risk com-
munication consequently fosters tolerance for conflicting viewpoints and provides
the basis for their resolution and creates trust in the institutional means for assessing
and managing risk and related concerns. Eventually, risk communication can have
a major impact on how well society is prepared to cope with risk and react to crises
and disasters. Risk communication has to perform these functions both for the
experts involved in the overall risk process — requiring the exchange of information
between risk assessors and managers, between scientists and policy makers, and
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between academic disciplines and across institutional barriers — and for the “outside
world” of those affected by the process.

1.9 Challenges in Risk Assessment and Governance

Risk assessment is confronted with three major challenges that can be best described
using the terms ‘“complexity,” “uncertainty,” and “ambiguity.” These three chal-
lenges are not related to the intrinsic characteristics of hazards or risks themselves
but to the state and quality of knowledge available about both hazards and risks.
Since risks are mental constructs, the quality of their explanatory power depends on
the accuracy and validity of their predictions and forecast information. Unlike some
other scientific constructs, validating the results of risk assessments is particularly
difficult because, in theory, one would need to wait indefinitely to prove that the
probabilities assigned to a specific outcome were correctly assessed. If the number
of predicted events is frequent and the causal chain is obvious (as is the case with
car accidents), validation is relatively simple and straightforward. If, however, the
assessment focuses on risks where cause-effect relationships are difficult to discern,
effects are rare and difficult to interpret, and variations in both causes and effects are
obscuring the results, the validation of the assessment results becomes a major
problem. In such instances, assessment procedures are needed to characterize the
existing knowledge with respect to complexity and remaining uncertainties and
ambiguities (Klinke and Renn 2002). Complexity in the risk assessment for gover-
nance possesses a difficulty of identifying and quantifying causal links between a
multitude of potential causal agents and specific observed effects.

It is useful to differentiate between horizontal and vertical governance (Benz
and Eberlein 1999; Lyall and Tait 2004 ). The horizontal level includes the relevant
actors in decision-making processes within a defined geographical or functional
segment (such as all relevant actors within a community, region, nation, or conti-
nent); the vertical level describes the links between these segments (such as the
institutional relationships between the local, regional, and state levels).

Risk governance involves the “translation” of the substance and core principles
of governance to the context of risk and risk-related decision-making. In IRGC’s
understanding, risk governance includes the totality of actors, rules, conventions,
processes, and mechanisms concerned with how relevant risk information is col-
lected, analyzed, and communicated, and management decisions are taken.
Encompassing the combined risk-relevant decisions and actions of both govern-
mental and private actors, risk governance is of particular importance in, but not
restricted to, situations where there is no single authority to take a binding risk
management decision but where, instead, the nature of the risk requires the collabo-
ration of, and coordination between, a range of different stakeholders. Risk gover-
nance however not only includes a multifaceted, multi-actor risk process but also
calls for the consideration of contextual factors such as institutional arrangements
(e.g., the regulatory and legal framework that determines the relationship, roles, and
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responsibilities of the actors and coordination mechanisms such as markets, incen-
tives, or self-imposed norms) and political culture, including different perceptions
of risk.

1.10 Conclusion

While devolution to local governments is needed to effectively respond to the needs
of people affected by disasters on the ground, local governments typically face dif-
ficulties in taking on powers and budgets devolved from the national government
because of their limited capacity. In some cases, national governments have estab-
lished local offices or seconded staff to the local governments to promote disaster
risk management at the grassroots level. National and local disaster risk governance
means governing and managing disaster risk beyond government’s hierarchy at dif-
ferent levels of jurisdiction and category of actors. The success of a disaster risk
governance process is partly measured by legitimacy principles. Legitimacy prin-
ciple in DRR policy making means “rightfulness” of decision process or the extent
to which the policy making process is accepted by the participants (Lassa 2008) as
fair or unfair. Its synonymous is “technology of participation” which is often ignored
by top down disaster risk governance. Legitimacy may also mean how one DRR
policy stakeholder perceives the policy making process as unbiased and should be
politically and procedurally correct and fair. It “involves the belief that a policy
making process is “fair” and consider appropriate values, interests, concerns, and
specific circumstances from multiple perspectives.”

The countries across the Asia Pacific region have significantly developed the
disaster risk governance by creating focal point agencies, establishing national plat-
forms, promoting legislation in line with the HFA, and developing mechanisms for
cooperation of national and local governments. The second World Conference on
Disaster Risk Reduction in 2015 also emphasized and reiterated the significance of
risk governance through the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
(SFDRR) as one of the priorities for the international framework from 2015 to 2030.
The mega-disasters, such as the Indian Ocean Tsunami, Cyclone Nargis, and the
GEIJE, became opportunities for making these improvements. A designated coordi-
nating agency with high authority in the government is theoretically required to
neutrally coordinate and to lead organizations concerned with disaster risk reduc-
tion process, but implementation of the desired and planned risk reduction mecha-
nism is challenging for various reasons. The Indian national government seems to
be proactive to comply with global priorities and agreements to make India disaster
resilient but many-fold and complex challenges are hindering the affirmative actions
achieving these goals in designated time frame. This publication is an academic
effort to support the national goals to comply the SFDRR priorities in reality. The 4
parts and 19 chapters on various perspectives analyzed the science and technology
perspectives as well as social dimension of disaster risk governance in Indian
context.
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Chapter 2
Disaster Risk Reduction: The Indian
Landscape

Mihir R. Bhatt

Abstract India has registered a remarkable progress in reducing disaster risk since
the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) went into effect in 2005; still it remains as
one of the most disaster-prone countries of the world. Even though the HFA Monitor
shows that nations across the world are making good progress towards the goal of
reduced disaster losses and impacts, national and global disaster loss databases and
global risk models indicate rising economic and livelihood losses (FLACSO,
UNISDR. The future of disaster risk reduction. A Scoping Meeting for GAR 2015.
San Jose, Costa Rica. Available at: http://www.unisdr.org/files/35715_thefuture-
ofdisasterriskmanagement.pdf, 2013). Also, there is a little evidence that current
risk governance arrangements are fit or suitable to effectively reduce underlying risk
factors (UNISDR. Chair’s summary fourth session of the global platform for disas-
ter risk reduction, Geneva, 21-23 May 2013. Available at: http://www.prevention-
web.net/files/33306_chairssummarypostdraft].4.pdf, 2013). The institutional and
legislative arrangements have largely taken the form of disaster-focused organisa-
tions and systems, which had little real influence on development processes
(UNISDR. Synthesis report: consultations on a post-2015 framework on disaster
risk reduction (HFA2) Geneva: Switzerland. Available at: http://www.unisdr.org/
files/32535_hfasynthesisreportfinal.pdf, 2013). Thus, the call for appropriate risk
governance, defined as system of norms, institutions and interactions that determine
how decisions are made and enforced, is clearly identified in the Sendai Framework.
This paper discusses disaster risk, governance structures, stakeholders and opportu-
nities for effectively managing disaster risk in the Indian disaster risk reduction
policy landscape. This paper tries to trace the progress made in disaster risk reduc-
tion efforts from national to local levels from the perspectives of DRR.
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2.1 Natural Disasters and Climate Extremes in India

2.1.1 Vulnerability

India is highly vulnerable to natural disasters and climate extremes, including con-
flict and displacement. These hazards pose significant risk to India’s economy and
to its citizens every year. According to the Ministry of Home Affairs, Government
of India, India is one of the ten worst disaster-prone countries of the world. Out of
35 states and union territories in the country, 27 of them are disaster-prone. Almost
58.6% of the landmass is prone to earthquakes of moderate to very high intensity;
over 40 million hectares (12% of land) are prone to floods and river erosion; of the
7516-km-long coastline, close to 5700 km is prone to cyclones and tsunamis; 68%
of the cultivable area is vulnerable to drought and hilly areas are at risk from land-
slides and avalanches (Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA) 2011). ‘Disaster risks in
India are further compounded by increasing vulnerabilities related to changing
demographics and socio-economic conditions, unplanned urbanization, develop-
ment within high-risk zones, environmental degradation, climate change, geologi-
cal hazards, epidemics and pandemics’ (NDMA, 2016).

2.1.2 Disaster Risks

In India, risk in terms of both human and economic exposure to disasters is extremely
high. As per the recently released World Risk Report 2016, India ranks 77 in disas-
ter risk index of the world (The Hindu 2016). And, with the impact of global warm-
ing, it is likely that both human and economic exposure to disasters risk will only
increase. The SREX report has concluded that the economic losses from weather-
and climate-related disasters have increased over time and that these losses as a
proportion of GDP are higher in developed countries, whereas deaths from natural
disasters occur at a much higher rates in developing countries (IPCC 2012). Even
vulnerability to disasters or emergencies of Chemical, Biological, Radiological and
Nuclear (CBRN) origin in India has increased on account of socio-economic devel-
opment (Disaster Management in India 2011).

2.1.3 Impact

In the decade 1990-2000, an average of about 4344 people lost their lives and about
30 million people were affected by disasters every year (Ministry of Home Affairs,
Gol 2005). According to UNICEEF, every year, between 2000 and 2009, 65 million
people on average in India were affected by disasters (UNICEF). Data from the
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(EM-DAT) OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database for the period of 1990—
2014 (PreventionWeb) (CRED EM-DAT: The OFDA/CRED — International Disaster
Database) shows that while earthquakes, floods and storms are the biggest killers in
India, droughts and floods affect most people in India. Further analysis of data from
EM-DAT shows that both, in terms of frequency and economic damage, floods top
the list with highest economic damages in India followed by storms and earthquakes
(Table 2.1). As per the recent UN report, India’s average annual economic loss due
to disasters is estimated to be $9.8 billion; these includes more than $7 billion loss

on account of floods (Thakur 2015).

Table 2.1 People affected, lives lost and economic damage due to disasters in India between 1990

and 2015
Disaster Events | Total Total damage
Disaster type subtype count | deaths Total affected (‘000 USS$)
Drought Drought 5 20 351,175,000 2,041,122
Earthquake Ground 12 32911 7,832,486 4,122,000
movement
Tsunami 1 16,389 654,512 1,022,800
Epidemic Bacterial 10 1155 55,032 0
disease
Parasitic 4 121 30,135 0
disease
Viral disease 19 1867 171,453 0
Extreme Cold wave 19 3186 25 0
temperature Heat wave 14 9522 25 400,000
Severe winter 2 320 0 0
conditions
Flood Riverine flood 132 24,367 297,272,962 39,504,729
Flash flood 21 2530 15,943,526 322,000
Coastal flood 4 569 11,500,000 275,000
- 35 8834 230,943,112 7,923,600
Landslide Landslide 24 1542 1,332,748 4500
Avalanche 6 532 10,256 50,000
Storm Convective 30 1637 699,639 2,387,000
storm
Tropical 42 17,940 52,613,655 14,419,012
cyclone
Wildfire Forest fire 1 6 0 0

Source: EM-DAT: The OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database
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2.2 Institutional Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
in India

2.2.1 Historical Perspective

According to the Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India, a permanent and
institutionalised setup for DRR began in the decade of 1990s with setup of a disaster
management cell under the Ministry of Agriculture, following the declaration of the
decade of 1990s as the ‘International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction’
(IDNDR) by the UN General Assembly. Following a series of disasters such as
Latur earthquake (1993), Malpa landslide (1994), Orissa super cyclone (1999) and
Bhuj earthquake (2001), a high-powered committee under the Chairmanship of Mr.
J.C. Pant, Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, was constituted for drawing up a sys-
tematic, comprehensive and holistic approach towards disasters (Ministry of Home
Affairs (MoHA) 2011). There was a shift in policy from an approach of relief
through financial aid to a holistic one for addressing disaster management.
Consequently, the disaster management division was shifted under the Ministry of
Home Affairs in 2002, and a hierarchical structure for disaster management evolved
in India.

2.2.2 The Foundation Stone

Recognising the critical need for having stronger legislation to promote and protect
human rights during disasters, the government of India enacted the Disaster
Management Act in 2005. The Act deals with the provisions regarding protection of
human rights by virtue of providing specific guidelines with reference to minimum
standards of relief and number of other administrative measures for reducing disas-
ter risks in India. These legal provisions are considered to be the sacrosanct legisla-
tive measures as the intent of the legislature in enacting this Act is to provide for the
effective management of disasters and to uphold the human rights of the disaster-
affected people (Pratap 2012). The Act has allowed the country to evolve a more
organised disaster risk governance system and shift its approach from relief and
rehabilitation to preparedness and mitigation by formation of the national-, state-
and district-level authorities with clear plans and guidelines.

In this structure, the National Disaster Management Authority is the authority for
formulation of policy and guidelines for all disaster management work in the coun-
try. The state authorities further lay down the guidelines for departments of the state
and the districts falling in their respective jurisdictions. Similarly, district authorities
direct the civil administration, departments and local authorities such as the munici-
palities, police department and civil administration. The state executive committees
are responsible for execution of the tasks envisaged by the authorities.
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2.2.3 DRR Progress

Being a signatory to the Hyogo Framework of Action 2005-2015, the country
incorporated global knowledge and know-how on DRR to implement international
strategy for DRR at national, state and local levels in India. The HFA reporting has
improved monitoring and reporting of DRR actions in India. India has registered a
remarkable progress on several fronts in reducing disaster risks since the HFA went
into effect in 2005. This included legislation on disaster management and setting up
of national, state and district level authorities with clear plans and guidelines. The
HFA has also helped India improve accountability and coordination with interna-
tional and global disaster risk reduction sector, including regional cooperation,
especially in the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
region. Since the enforcement of the Disaster Management Act in 2005, DRR land-
scape in India has become much wider and more inclusive.

In 2009, the government of India released India’s first ever national policy on
disaster management to guide DRR actors in the country. Similarly, a comprehen-
sive report on ‘disaster management in India’ by the Ministry of Home Affairs,
Government of India, was released in 2011 to capture India’s initiatives on DRR and
guide DRR stakeholders across India (Fig. 2.1). Established since 2005, the NDMA
has produced numbers of guidelines to support and strengthen various aspects of
disaster management in India and has produced a number of guidelines to facilitate

[ Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) ]
Y
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Minister with other 9 members !

v v
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Fig. 2.1 Disaster management structure in India (Disaster Management in India 2011)
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disaster recovery and preparedness planning. India has not only set up disaster relief
funds at all levels but also launched the National Disaster Relief Fund, which is
financed through the levy of a cess (The Ministry of Environment & Forests (MoEF)
2015). Likewise, State Disaster Management Authorities in India have developed
their own plans and policies on DRR, including District Disaster Management Plan
(DDMP) for each district (Table 2.2). But the National Disaster Management
Authority has not reviewed DDMPs that are made by the districts with help from
National Institute of Disaster Management guidelines and UNDP support (AIDMI)
(2012). With an overarching goal of making local disaster management planning

Table 2.2 Laws, policies and plans to guide DRR actions of state and non-state actors at state

levels
No. | State/authority Key initiatives/projects/interventions
1. Assam: Assam State Disaster Assam State Disaster Management: Rules and Policy,
Management Authority State Disaster Management Plan, 27 District Disaster
(ASDMA) Management Plans and three City Disaster
Management Plans
2. Andhra Pradesh: Andhra The Andhra Pradesh Disaster Management Rules
Pradesh Revenue Disaster 2007, Andhra Pradesh State Disaster Management
Management Department/ Plan (APSDMP), Preparing City level DM plan for
SDMA all four cities (i.e. Srikakulam, Vijayawada,
Khammama and Kurnool)
3. Jharkhand: Jharkhand State State Disaster Management Plan, Departmental
Disaster Management Authority | Disaster Management Planning Guidelines and
District Disaster Management Plans for Palamu and
Ramgarh
4. Kerala: Kerala State Disaster Kerala State Disaster Management Rules, 2007, State
Management Authority Disaster Management Policy, 2010, District Disaster
Management Plans
5. Tripura: Tripura State Disaster State Disaster Management Policy, State Disaster
Management Authority Management Rules, District Disaster Management
Plans
6. Uttarakhand: Uttarakhand State | State Disaster Management Action Plan (SDMAP),
Disaster Management Authority | Standard Operating Procedures for key departments,
Village Disaster Management Plans
7. Odisha: Odisha State Disaster State Disaster Management Plan, Departmental
Management Authority Disaster Management Plans, District, Block and
Village Disaster Management Plans, State Disaster
Management Policy, City Disaster Management Plans
in six cities
8. Himachal Pradesh: Himachal Himachal Pradesh State Policy on Disaster
Pradesh State Disaster Management 2011, DM Rule 2011, Himachal
Management Authority Pradesh State Disaster Management Plan and District
Disaster Management Plans
9. Sikkim: Sikkim State Disaster DM rules, SM policies, Sikkim DM Plan
Management Authority
10. | Maharashtra: Maharashtra State | State Disaster Management Plan, District Disaster
Disaster Management Authority | Management Plans
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inclusive, AIDMI has launched a national campaign on making DDMPs inclusive.
The initiative has covered select districts from the states of Assam, Bihar, Jammu
and Kashmir and Odisha.

With a new government coming to power in May 2014, one of the key pending
requirements of the Disaster Management Act, National Disaster Management Plan
(NDMP), is now fulfilled. The NDMP is an opportunity to integrate climate action
and India’s NDCs as it not only lays down guidelines for preparation of state-level
disaster management plans and plans by each central ministry and department but
also provides for horizontal and vertical integration of government agencies and
departments at various levels (Prime Minister’s Office 2016). However, ‘the national
plan needs to be supplemented by national roadmaps for disaster resilience with
clear goals, targets, timeframe, and ideas about how resources shall be mobilised for
its implementation” (Dhar Chakrabarti 2016).

India’s contribution and commitment continued during the third UN World
Conference for Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR) in March 2015 in Sendai, Japan,
where the new international framework for disaster risk reduction — Sendai
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 (SDFRR) — was adopted by
187 member states. At the third UN WCDRR, the government of India assumed
responsibility of hosting the seventh AMCDRR in 2016. As a follow up from the
sixth Asian Ministerial Conference outcome and as a requirement of the Sendai
Framework implementation, the intended outcome of the first Ministerial Conference
in India will be to develop a ‘Regional Action plan for Implementation of the Sendai
Framework’.

2.3 Key Stakeholder Mapping in the Country

2.3.1 Governance

Governance can be simply defined as ‘the process of decision-making and the pro-
cess by which decisions are implemented (or not implemented)’ (UNESCAP 2009).
Although the government is a major actor, issues of governance are not limited to
government as government is not the sole actor influencing decisions and how they
are implemented (IRP) (Guidance Note on Recovery: Governance 2010). Risk gov-
ernance is far more complex and comprehensive for a single institution or ministry
to fully comprehend or cover. In a broader context, risk governance refers to the way
in which the authorities, public servants, media, private sector and civil society
coordinate in communities and on regional and national levels in order to manage
and reduce disaster and climate-related risks (UNDP 2012). Thus, apart from the
government, DRR landscape includes many other players such as UN agencies,
national and international civil society organisations, financial institutions, private
sector entities and so on.
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2.3.2 Stakeholders

The DRR landscape in India includes the central government, state governments,
private sector and civil society actors, including local communities, all playing sig-
nificant roles in DRR at various levels. Well-defined policies, establishment of new
authorities and proper guidelines, triggered by the Disaster Management Act, 2005,
have stimulated DRR-related finance from a variety of public-private and interna-
tional sources in India at various levels. Because many natural disasters are linked
to climate change, a significant overlap in approaches, policies and measures is
seen. India’s INDCs have recognised planning and implementation of actions to
enhance climate resilience and reduce vulnerability to climate change as one of the
key priorities for achieving its commitments (The Ministry of Environment &
Forests (MoEF) 2015).

This overlap, in many ways, is useful and beneficial. Since SFDRR 2015-2030
specifically addresses climate change and climate action, providing measures, guid-
ing principles and means of implementation (UNISDR 2015a), integration of
SFDRR implementation strategies and plans with NDCs is needed. However, the
DRR landscape mostly remains isolated from the climate change landscape and
vice versa. Although importance of better integration between DRR and CCA is
recognised in India, current capacities in the government setup are limited to orga-
nise and prioritise such integration systematically. AIDMI’s Risk and Resilience
Programme (March 2008 to July 2016) has made systematic efforts to integrate
DRR and CCA efforts at various levels through trainings, research and policy advo-
cacy (AIDMI 2016). AIDMI works on integrating climate change and disaster risk
reduction plans in over 50 districts in India under the National Disaster Management
Plan of Government of India.

The recently release NDMP of India states that ‘from time to time, the central
government notifies hazard-specific nodal ministries to function as the lead agency
in managing particular types of disasters (Tables 2.3 and 2.4).

2.4 Key Issues, Challenges and Opportunities
for Strengthening Disaster Risk Governance

The World Conference has adopted the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction 2015-2030 in Sendai, Japan, on March 18, 2015. The four priorities for
action agreed by the World Conference focuses on (a) a better understanding of risk,
(b) strengthened disaster risk governance, (c¢) more investment and (d) more effec-
tive disaster preparedness and embedding the ‘build back better’ principle into
recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction. To support the assessment of global
progress in achieving the outcome and goal of this framework, seven global targets
have been agreed.



2 Disaster Risk Reduction: The Indian Landscape 31

Table 2.3 Current list of disaster-specific nodal ministries notified by Gol (NDMA, Government
of India 2016)

Disaster Nodal ministry/department

1 Biological Min. of Health and Family Welfare
(MoHFW)

2 Chemical and industrial Min. of Environment, Forest and Climate
Change (MoEFCC)

3 Civil aviation accidents Min. of Civil Aviation (MoCA)

4 Cyclone/tornado Min. of Earth Sciences (MoES)

5 Tsunami Min. of Earth Sciences (MoES)

6 Drought/hailstorm/cold wave and frost/ Min. of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare

pest attack (MoAFW)

7 Earthquake Min. of Earth Sciences (MoES)

8 Flood Min. of Water Resources (MoWR)

9 Forest fire Min. of Environment, Forests and Climate
Change (MoEFCC)

10 Landslides Min. of Mines (MoM)

11 Avalanche Min. of Defence (MoD)

12 | Nuclear and radiological emergencies Dept. of Atomic Energy (DAE)

13 Rail accidents Min. of Railways (MoR)

14 | Road accidents Min. of Road Transport and Highways
(MoRTH)

15 | Urban floods Min. of Urban Development (MoUD)

In the federal structure of our country with multiple agencies and stakeholders
working on similar issues, entry points for improving disaster risk reduction gover-
nance can be many. ‘Strengthening disaster risk governance for prevention, mitiga-
tion, preparedness, response, recovery and rehabilitation is therefore necessary and
fosters collaboration and partnership across mechanisms and institutions for the
implementation of instruments relevant to disaster risk reduction and sustainable
development” (UNISDR 2015b) (Table 2.5). Although issues of governance cut
across all the priorities of the Sendai Framework, we focus specifically on the gov-
ernance priority of the framework, i.e. SFDRR priority 2: Strengthen disaster risk
governance to manage disaster risk in this paper.

2.4.1 Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming DRR approaches and measures into development plans and setting
achievable targets to measure impact are key to improving disaster risk governance
in India. The government has established a policy framework for disaster manage-
ment with a focus on mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development plan-
ning and programmes. This framework has been successful in strengthening and
implementing various provisions of the Disaster Management Act 2005 but has
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Table 2.5 Governance issues and advocacy
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Key governance issues
in India

Entry points for strengthening
disaster risk governance

Advocacy vehicles

Mainstreaming disaster
risk reduction

Disaster Management Act 2005

Networks, alliances and working
groups

Financing disaster risk
reduction

National Policy for Disaster
Management 2009

Workshops, conferences and
forums

Participation of National Disaster Management Funding
non-state actors Plan 2016
Accountability and State Disaster Management Lobbying
performance Policies

State Disaster Management Plans | Research

District Disaster Management
Plans

Pilot/demonstration projects

Smart Cities Mission and City

Policy briefs and publications

Disaster Management Plans

Five-year plans and annual Media tools
budgets
National and State Action Plan

on Climate Change

Web influence

Nationally determined
contributions (NDCs)

Sectoral polices (water, energy,
tourism, transport, livelihoods,
transport, etc.)

achieved limited impact in terms of mainstreaming DRR into development planning
across authorities, stakeholders and sectors. ‘Most SDMPs contain a high degree of
detail on sectoral and departmental responsibilities for disaster responses, but fall
short of outlining pathways for mainstreaming risk reduction’” (CDKN and ODI
2016). Not enough attention is given to strengthen lowest governing structures such
as panchayats in villages and urban local bodies (ULBs) in towns and cities of
India. Although these structure shares roles and responsibilities laid by the 2005
Disaster Management Act of India, they are often found ill-equipped to deal with
disaster in India both in terms of power and resources at their disposal. Effective
decentralisation of disaster management responsibilities and mainstreaming cannot
be done without employing these most essential structures at the local levels.
Overall, results of mainstreaming efforts of key stakeholders in the DRR landscape
of India have been mixed. For example, AIDMI experience of working with
UNICEF and Save the Children on child-centred disaster risk reduction in India
shows that DRR mainstreaming goal in the education sector has been quite success-
ful but similar efforts in promoting development of new financial tools such as risk
insurance or risk transfer in the finance sector have tested limited success.

The role of the private sector, such as insurance companies for ‘risk informed
investments in recovery efforts’, is highlighted in the NDMP. However, much needs
to be done especially at the grassroots level to make micro-insurance products
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available to the poor and vulnerable. AIDMI is currently piloting a disaster micro-
insurance innovation supported by the Humanitarian Innovation Fund (HIF) in three
cities of India (Puri, Cuddalore and Guwahati), which has a focus on small and
microbusiness enterprises. The project is creating a platform to promote risk trans-
fer as a tool for urban disaster risk reduction, showcasing risk transfer products and
their impacts and importance of inclusion of women for a successful risk transfer
model (HIF) (n.d.a).

Similarly, results of integrating DRR and CCA approaches in India have been
encouraging but widespread coverage of such integration is lacking. National mis-
sions such as smart cities development and national scheme such as MGNREGS
opportunities for DRR mainstreaming are plenty. However, limited capacities of
authorities to explore such opportunities in planning are limiting India’s efforts to
reduce risk through DRR mainstreaming. A lot has been done to mainstream DRR
through the Disaster Risk Management Project of UNDP India. But more efforts are
required, especially at state and district levels. One such effort is recently initiated
by the ADPC and Government of Bihar with support from Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation to provide technical support to the state government for the implemen-
tation of the Bihar Roadmap for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015-2030). Under this
partnership, ADPC will build the capacity of Bihar’s government officials on main-
streaming disaster risk reduction into development planning with a special focus on
the agricultural and health sectors (ADPC 2016).

2.4.2 Financing DRR

An analysis of National Progress Reports on HFA by Duryog Nivaran (2014) shows
that, except Bangladesh and Maldives, all other countries in the region, including
India, have made available legislations that mandate local governments for DRR
functions. However, when it comes to regular provision of financial resources to
local governments for undertaking these functions, except Bangladesh, no country
in the region provides the local governments the required financial resources for
DRR. All the countries in the region (including India) have highlighted the limited
capacity of the local government functionaries and elected representative on account
of DRR as one of the key challenges they are facing. Both the SREX and AR5
reports indicate that the cost of both mitigation and adaptation is expected to rise
substantially, and financing these two areas effectively would not only require more
money but also changes in investment patterns and governance structure. However,
opportunities to create synergies in international finance for disaster risk manage-
ment and adaptation to climate change and its convergence with national climate
finance resources are yet to be realised fully (IPCC 2012). Resource allocation
beyond conventional DRR areas will be key to the successful implementation of
Sendai Framework and India’s nationally determined contribution. ‘In the absence
of reliable financing support, it would be unrealistic to expect many developing
countries to take full advantage of the post-2015 DRR framework (Ministry of
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External Affairs, Government of India 2014). Countries such as India will require to
secure and sustain substantial amounts of financial resources to overcome the
impacts of natural disasters and climate extremes in the coming years. This will
require regular budgetary allocations, especially at state and district levels. The
recently concluded review of state disaster management plans in India has revealed
that although ‘equal legal importance is given to financing for disaster response and
risk reduction at the national level, but there are limited funds for risk reduction
across states, despite legal and legislative mandates for this’ (CDKN and ODI
2016).

2.4.3 Private Sector Engagement

The private sector’s engagement in DRR landscape of India so far has been limited.
The private sector is key to filling the financing gap in DRR and climate change
adaptation, including meeting emission targets. But private sector bodies are hardly
represented in ongoing DRR activities. The country needs to find ways to engage
the private sector more to share the burden of reducing disaster risk. Public policy
needs to create an enabling environment that supports and encourages micro-, small
and medium enterprises (MSMES) to integrate disaster resilience into their business
through processes such as business continuity planning (6th AMCDRR 2014). The
role of private sector in risk-proofing business investments is well understood, but
most governments have not been able to capitalise on this experience. Many SDMPs
in India encourage risk transfer mechanisms such as insurance, where the private
sector has a significant role to play, but the uptake of insurance has not been wide-
spread (CDKN and ODI 2016). AIDMI project supported by the Humanitarian
Innovation Fund (HIF) is demonstrating how this could be achieved (n.d.b).
Governments need to maximise the potential for private investment as fully as pos-
sible through enabling policy measures, regulations, taxations and other incentives.
‘Improve existing governance systems, techno-legal regimes and policy frameworks
to motivate and facilitate the Industry towards a viable and comprehensive Business
Continuity Planning structure which incorporates DRR in their policies, plans and
investment decisions’ (SAARC 2014). India has become ‘the first country to man-
date a minimum spending on corporate social responsibility (CSR), Indian and for-
eign companies based in India that meet a certain turnover threshold are obliged to
contribute two percent of their average net profits towards social development mea-
sures’ (Chandrasekhar 2014). This additional resource has a lot of potential but has
to be invested strategically in areas such as creating access to renewable energy,
resilient crops, risk transfer and smart cities development.
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2.4.4 Accountability and Performance

Issues of participation, decentralisation, accountability and transparency, including
awareness of citizens on the rights of risk information, are critical to effective risk
governance (UNISDR 2014). Having policies and legal framework in place will not
be enough; policies and law supporting DRR must be supported with indicators in
planning and actions against non-compliance, including incentives for responsible
actions. Accountability and performance are often related to what is reported and to
whom. The HFA Monitor has been used as an important tool for collecting informa-
tion to self-assess and to provide means of verification to capture the progress and
challenges of HFA implementation by nations. India has been most consistent in
submitting these reports. But mere reporting is not enough. Accountability cannot
exist without clearly defined monitoring, reporting and review systems, which
underscore performance; clear targets and indicators in the Sendai Framework
which drive and hold actors accountable for disaster and climate risk management
actions. To this end, coherence of the targets and indicators with the Sustainable
Development Goals and harmonisation of monitoring and review mechanisms,
especially at the national level, are of significance (6th AMCDRR 2014). The 2005
Disaster Management Act of India has made pioneering steps in this direction;
Chapter X on offences and penalties (The Disaster Management Act 2005; Ministry
of Law and Justice, Government of India 2005) of the Act are specific and relevant
for effective implementation of various provisions of the Act. Evidence shows that
the use of empowering provisions of the Act such as peaceful but forced evacuations
has saved many lives during the Cyclone Phailin in Odisha. How to avoid misuse of
such provisions is also an area of debate and discussion as most states in India have
reported significant progress on strengthening their laws, policies and regulation in
the last decade or so.

2.5 Conclusion

The disaster risk reduction landscape in India is rapidly changing and like any other
landscape is influenced by national and international policy changes. Although a lot
of progress has been made in advancing DRR policies and practices, India faces
several challenges posed by rising risks and economic losses from natural hazards
and extreme events. Overcoming these challenges and turning them into opportu-
nity not only require strengthening government systems and processes but also how
non-state actors are governed and act. Achieving a more effective DRR governance
system in India requires better integration of DRR and CCA approaches, improved
representation of private sector players, clear and well-defined flow of finance for
DRR, robust monitoring and accountability mechanics and participation of the poor
and at-risk communities in decisions that impact them.
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Chapter 3
Disaster Governance and Legal Systems
in India

Anil Kumar Gupta

Abstract India is a multi-hazard-prone country with diversity of eco-geological
and socio-economic settings. As witnessed by historical time disasters and their
management, the disaster governance in India was primarily of contingency man-
agement approach. Codes, practices and guidelines for preparedness and particu-
larly on relief existed even before Independence. However, with the growing
understanding on risk causes, the paradigm shift to prevention-mitigation and now
on mainstreaming disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation into devel-
opment forms a key agenda in development governance. Legal and policy frame-
work has given rise and mandates to key institutions for policy guidelines, capacity
development and emergency response at national, subnational and local levels.
Laws directly and indirectly addressing disaster-related hazards and factors of vul-
nerability and capacity have been reviewed besides opportunities, resources, and
responsibilities of organizations/agencies stated herein. Mechanisms of financial
strategies, international cooperation and recent advances are discussed, besides the
journey of disaster management governance in India. A detailed account on national
authority (NDMA), institute (NIDM), emergency response and subnational and dis-
trict framework for disaster governance is also enumerated.

Keywords Disaster governance ¢ India  Law ¢ Institutions ¢ Roles ® Resources

3.1 Introduction

Disasters are events of environmental extremes as inevitable entities of this living
world. Disaster management highlights the interdependence of the economy, envi-
ronment and inclusive development. The United Nation Report titled ‘Living with
risk” claims that though there has been decline in the loss of human lives from
disaster, the occurrence of disaster is on rise (UNISDR 2004). The world’s biggest
industrial disaster — gas tragedy (1984) that took place in Bhopal a central city of
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India — shaken the world and triggered global awakening towards human environ-
ment and safety and led to a journey of environmental jurisprudence. However, this
was followed by several environmental, technical and natural disasters in India and
this part of the world. Disasters, especially the ones originating from natural envi-
ronmental process — geological, hydrological, meteorological or biophysical — were
dealt mostly in a conventional ad hoc mode of response and relief-centric approach.
Most international environmental strategies starting from Stockholm Conference of
1972 referred to the natural hazards as key impediment to the process of sustainable
development. Agenda-21 adapted at the Rio Summit 1992 is still believed to be
relevant as a milestone strategy towards sustainable development by adopting inte-
grated approach of environment, disaster reduction, safety and sustainable eco-
nomic growth. India’s commitment and activities following the Rio Summit, which
coincided with the UN-IDNDR (International Decade for Natural Disaster
Reduction 1991-1999), helped naturally recognize the need of integrated and holis-
tic approach to disaster management.

Major disasters, for example, earthquakes of Uttarkashi (1991), Latur (1993) and
Chamoli (1999), Assam floods (1998) and Orissa super cyclone (1999), created an
environment of serious brainstorm on the state of disaster management in India and
on the steps needed to improve the situation. India was a party to Yokohama
Declaration on disaster reduction for a safer world. The constitution of High Power
Committee (HPC), chaired by Mr. J. C. Pant, former secretary of the Indian govern-
ment, was a key step in this direction. HPC resulted in a detailed study report with
a set of fundamental and practical recommendations. The Gujarat Bhuj earthquake
2001 experience triggered the proposing of the Disaster Management Bill, which,
however, was in dormancy until another major disaster — Indian Ocean tsunami
2004 — severely struck coastal states of India, along many other nations in the region
(UNISDR 2015). The year 2005 yielded with passage of the Disaster Management
Act which legally established a paradigm shift to ‘prevention-mitigation-based
holistic disaster management’. Interestingly, the year 2005 also witnessed India’s
participation in Kobe World Conference on disaster reduction that resulted into
Hyogo Framework for Action (2005-2015) (UNISDR 2007).

Though India’s pioneering law which enabled for systemic planning and pre-
paredness for disaster emergencies and tiered approach of authorities was the
‘Emergency Planning, Preparedness and Response Rules 1996’ under the
Environmental Protection Act 1996 of India, the mechanism of holistic planning for
disaster management and authorities at the national, state, district and local level has
been brought by the 2005 Disaster Management Act. In the backdrop of current
awakening on climate change, environmental extremes and ecological degradation
aggravating disasters and vulnerabilities, a systemic thought process of integrating
environment management, disaster risk reduction and human development as
imperative facets of sustainable development has emerged following the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report in
2007. This is suggested as the second paradigm shift in disaster management
(Gupta et al. 2010), which now coincides with the new epoch of the Sendai
Framework for DRR, along Paris Agreement on Climate Change contributing towards
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the Sustainable Development Goals (2015). Social dimensions, thus, particularly
those related with livelihood and food security, shelter, water and sanitation, envi-
ronmental health, gender sensitivity, empowerment, growth opportunities, ecologi-
cal security and sustainable habitat have adequate and multiple references in the
current strategies and plans of disaster risk reduction at almost all levels.

The disaster governance in India can be understood in four major segments:

(a) Authority/decisions and inter-agency co-ordination: National Disaster
Management Authority covering supervision of National Disaster Response
Force and National Emergency Operation Centre, National Executive
Committee, Cabinet Committee, Disaster Management Division of Government
of India in the Ministry of Home Affairs, authorities at state, district and local
levels

(b) Capacity building, policy analysis, advocacy, research and training/education,
human resource development: National Institute(s) of Disaster Management,
policy think tanks and planning agencies (National Institute of Transforming
India, NITI Aayog), state institutes/centres, state planning boards, etc.

(c) Financial strategies: Disaster Response Fund, Mitigation Fund, Adaptation
Fund, Relief Fund, Insurance, etc. at national, state, district and local levels

(d) Field missions — emergency response and relief: Armed forces, paramilitary,
National Disaster Response Force, State Disaster Response Force, institutional
network of district/local authority with NGOs, iNGOs, community organiza-
tions, etc.

However, with the paradigm shift from ‘response and relief-centric’ to ‘prevention-
mitigation’-centric approach and further to the second paradigm of ‘environment
based integrated approach with adaptation and socio-economic sustainability’ along
the evolution of institutional/governance mechanisms over the two decades have
led to certain ‘naturally possible’ but serious drawbacks as well, indicated as
following:

1. Overlap of authority and activity types: Central disaster response coordination,
training and research coordination, policy making vs policy analysis and advo-
cacy, etc.

2. Issues in hierarchy and autonomy/reporting among authorities in different seg-
ments of disaster governance at the same level (e.g. NDMA, NIDM, NDRF,
NEC, etc.).

3. Staffing: Certain agencies are having huge but unsustainable professional or
unprofessional staff, whereas other agencies have less or the least and the
strengths and hierarchy incompatible with the mandates.

4. Lack of clarity on certain funds and financial mechanisms, for example, in the
case of disaster mitigation fund, implications of State Action Plan on Climate
Change implementation for disaster risk reduction, etc.

The current regime of planned and documentation-based approach of disaster man-
agement at various levels of government and functions/departments has tried to
address these aforementioned issues. India has released its first national disaster
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management plan in 2016, the final draft of which was developed by the National
Executive Committee on Disaster Management, chaired by the Union Home
Secretary, with professional assistance of the National Institute of Disaster
Management faculty (Gupta et al. 2013). All the states and the districts therein, and
many of the local bodies (examples also include village level), have developed their
disaster management plan and are in the stage of updating/revising to integrate the
aspects of climate resilience and sustainable development. ‘Capacity building’
being the most inadequately addressed aspect is a prerequisite to the HFA priority
‘addressing underlying risk factors’ and the Sendai DRR Framework priority
‘understanding disaster risk’. The components of capacity building — human
resource development — teaching/training and research now attribute a topmost
agenda at the highest level of public governance in the country for necessary expan-
sion and strengthening in the form of multi-institutional autonomous framework of
the national institute(s) of disaster management, in close coordination with other
institutes of professional excellence (in technology, environment, medicine, sci-
ence, planning, humanities, etc.), central ministries (environment, human resource/
education, science and technology, rural development, NITI Aayog, etc.) and inter-
national/intergovernmental agencies (SAARC, UNESCO, ICIMOD, GIZ,
UNESCAP, etc.).

3.2 Disaster Governance: Principles and Researching

Not incidentally or accidently but thoughtfully, disasters have been referred to as
outcome of hazardous environmental process or events, technical or operational
failures, faulty developmental practices and poor civil administration or gover-
nance. Figure 3.1 summarizes good governance and capacity building as a central
component regarding the process and implementation of disaster risk management

Good Governance

* Participation
* Rule of law
* Transparency

» Effectiveness and
efficiency

* Accountability

Key for

* Responsiveness sustainable * Public information

* Consensus orientated development * Technical assistance

* Equity and _and * Improvement of orga-
inclusiveness disaster nizational abilities

risk reduction

Capacity Building

* Training activities
* (Disaster) education
Programs

= Dissemination of
knowledge

* Improvement of
infrastructure

Fig. 3.1 Governance and capacity building for risk reduction (Source: IFS 2006)
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and sustainable development (IFS 2006). Governance represent a set of tools and
administrative environment wherein decision-makers and community leaders help
them appreciate the importance and benefits of good policies, appropriate institu-
tional and legislative systems at the national level as frameworks for the effective
recovery plans and programmes (UNISDR 2004).

‘Governance’ is a function of actors, structures and processes by which societies
share power and make collectively binding decisions (Lebel et al. 2006; van Asselt
and Renn 2011). Adopting a ‘governance perspective entails giving attention to the
distribution of political power both internal and external to the state (Goodwin
1998). The distribution of power between state and non-state actors has changed
significantly over the last few decades, as a consequence of neoliberal economic and
political restructuring. This is often referred to as the shift from ‘government to
governance’. This shift of thoughts and practice at policy, planning and field actions
is crucial for the decentralization and diversification of disaster management in the
country, as the basis for mainstreaming disaster risk reduction and climate change
adaptation together into developmental planning and practices of government and
communities. Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have found a new place
within the neoliberal global order in terms of the ‘outwards’ redistribution of state
functions (Frewer 2013). NGOs are an extremely diverse group of independent
organizations that are neither run by government nor driven by profit (Lewis and
Kanji 2009). The disaster risk reduction approach requires redefining the role of the
governments as decentralization, capacity building and involvement of other stake-
holders towards self-reliance at the local level. Nevertheless, the role of the state/
civil administration is always critical as governments and local institutions to be the
most important set of actors in disaster management (Christoplos et al. 2001;
Bulkeley and Jordan 2012).

The modern paradigm of disaster management — disaster risk reduction (DRR) —
and convergence with environmental management, climate change adaptation and
socio-economic security systems towards achieving the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) calls for a holistic vision of ‘good governance’. In the neo-liberal
environment of reduced responsibility for the state, alongside global platforms
established to implement the Hyogo Framework for Action, a new arena has been
opened for a multitude of stakeholders to engage in disaster risk reduction (Jones
etal. 2014).1t is noted widely that some governments have successfully adopted and
implemented disaster risk reduction (DRR) policies, while others lag behind
(Williams 2011) especially when it comes to local governments and field level
actions. The shortcomings in DRR are increasingly being regarded as a consequence
of poor governance and lack of political will (Williams 2011). However, very little
attention has been given to researching the processes of governance of DRR, such
as the formulation of policy and the roles of different stakeholders in actual field
implementation. In addition, there is a lack of evidence on the effectiveness of dif-
ferent governance systems (UNISDR 2011).

Efficacy of governance is particularly hindered by the complex interplay of
power and knowledge among diverse groups of actors with irrational command over
resources, roles and responsibilities (Ojha et al. 2009). In DRR, this complex
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interplay of power and knowledge among diverse stakeholder groups gives rise to
different governance approaches. For long-term recovery operations, it is particu-
larly important to advocate for ‘good governance’ at the local government level and
also in the policy programming. As the immediate public service provider and the
interface with citizens, local governments are naturally situated in the best position
to raise awareness of the citizens on resilient recovery (i.e. building back better
approaches) and listen to their concerns. Recovery operations may fail, if the com-
munities are not properly informed and engaged (NHRAIA 2001).

3.3 Disaster Management Evolution in India

India is a large country and has had more than its share of major natural hazards like
drought, floods, earthquakes and cyclones throughout its history of civilization.
With the industrial growth and technical revolution, the risk of industrial-chemical
accidents also grew manifolds. Besides natural, industrial/chemical, technological,
fire and transport disasters, there is a list of other mishaps, resulting into disasters,
totally of civil origin, those related with law and order, or homeland security, for
example, stampede, sabotage, hijacking, riots, terrorist attack, serial bomb blasts,
etc. Naturally, the country developed its own practices and strategies for dealing
with various natural calamities and human-made disasters. However, the mainframe
of disaster management in India has been concerned mostly with the natural, envi-
ronmental, industrial and technological disasters. Management of socio-civil man-
agement is adhered primarily to the law and order enforcement agencies.

3.3.1 Pre-IDNDR Disaster Management in India

Post-independence (1947) and until the United National International Decade for
Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR 1991-1999) disaster management in India has
been more of a contingency management oriented. A contingency action plan for
dealing with contingencies arising in the wake of natural calamities was developed
at the national level, with provision of periodic updating. The major emphasis in the
plan was on providing relief in response to the occurrence of a major calamity due
to any of the natural hazards beyond the coping capacity of the states or union ter-
ritories through their own resources. The preparedness for providing relief was
ensured through contingency plans formulated for operations at the state levels as
well as at the district levels. The primary relief functions of the central government
included the following aspects:

1. Forecasting and operation of warning systems

2. Maintenance of uninterrupted communication

3. Wide publicity to warnings of impending calamity, disaster preparedness and
relief measures through television, radio and newspapers
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4. Transport with particular reference to evacuation and movement of essential
commodities and petroleum products

Ensuring availability of essential commodities at reasonable prices particularly
the commodities through the public distribution system

Ensuring availability of medicines, vaccine and drugs

Preservation and restoration of physical communication links

Investments in infrastructure

Mobilization of financial resources

d

Y

3.3.2 UN-IDNDR, High Powered Committee and HFA Period

India has developed a nationwide relief administration where a lead role of the state
governments has been envisaged. The 10-year period of International Decade for
Natural Disaster Reduction (UN-IDNDR 1991-1999), therefore, has been taken as
a good opportunity for the country to look back at what had been done in the past,
take new initiatives during the decade and plan ahead for reducing the impact of the
natural hazards on its people, settlements and economic development. The decade
also witnessed an international policy paradigm in the form of the Yokohama
Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World (guidelines for natural disaster pre-
vention, preparedness and mitigation) as outcome of the World Conference on
Natural Disaster Reduction, held in Yokohama, Japan, in May 1994.

Following a series of disasters such as the Latur earthquake (1993), Malpa land-
slide (1994) and Orissa super cyclone (1999), a welcome step in the strategic move
was the setting up of a High Powered Committee (HPC) on Disaster Management
in 1999, under the chairmanship of Mr. J.C. Pant, former Secretary to the Government
of India, for drawing up a systematic, comprehensive and holistic approach towards
disasters. The High Powered Committee report in 2001 recommended that at least
10% of ‘plan funds’ at the national, state and district levels be earmarked and appor-
tioned for schemes that specifically address areas such as prevention, reduction,
preparedness and mitigation of disasters. It was also for the first time in the planning
history of India that planners devoted a separate chapter titled ‘Disaster Management:
The Development Perspective’ in the Tenth Five-Year Plan document (Planning
Commission 2002). In India, capacity building in disaster management has been
relatively less organized and was in the form of certain schemes of the central gov-
ernment. The central government, in the Ministry of Agriculture, instituted a central
sector scheme, of supporting establishment of the Disaster Management Faculty in
the country and the National Centre for Disaster Management (NCDM) was estab-
lished as a project centre at the Indian Institute of Public Administration (IIPA) in
1995. The Ministry of Environment also implemented certain World Bank-aided
projects with disaster prevention, industrial safety and water-related issues as the-
matic areas. Later the NCDM was carved out of the ITPA and instituted by upgrading
to a National Institute of Disaster Management (NIDM) in 2003, with its own man-
agement structure.
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The High Powered Committee (HPC) on Disaster Management in its report
submitted in 2001 gave clear recommendations on the preparation of disaster
management plan(s) and suggestions for effective mitigation mechanisms.
Its recommendation included the draft of the Disaster Management Act, a national
response plan, strategy to move from disaster response to disaster preparedness, and
establishment of National Disaster Management Authority. The 10-year period of
post-HPC paradigm shift in India was parallel and also in compliance with the
Hyogo Framework of Action (2005-2015). The Eleventh Five-Year Plan 2007-2012
(Planning Commission 2008) aimed at consolidating the process by giving impetus
to projects and programmes that develop and nurture the culture of safety and the
integration of disaster prevention and mitigation into the development process.

3.4 Disaster Management Governance and Institutions

The India Disaster Report (Parsuraman and Unikrishnan 2000) reviewed on the
nature of disaster response by the Government of India. It identified key issues with
respect to the availability of and access to disaster-related information and its qual-
ity, the absence of coherent disaster preparedness and response policy and urgent
actions and interventions needed. It expressed that significant advances in health
and social and economic development have been repeatedly interrupted and reversed
by disasters.

During the HFA period, India made big strides in the area of disaster manage-
ment by enacting the dedicated national law on disaster management (DM Act
2005) which was followed by state legislations as well. A national policy on disaster
management was notified in 2009. The National Act and Policy on Disaster
Management gives rise to an institutional mechanism in the country. The tiered
approach at the national level (National Disaster Management Authority which also
supervises National Disaster Response Force; Emergency Operation Centre, besides
Cabinet Committee; National Executive Committee; Disaster Management Division
of the Central Government in the Ministry of Home Affairs), state level (State
Disaster Management Authority covering State Disaster Response Force, State
Disaster Management Department/Secretariat), district authority and local authority
has come into existence following the legislature. An institutional framework of
capacity building in the form of National Institute of Disaster Management (NIDM)
is under plan of multiplication with Vijaywada (Andhra Pradesh) as the second
NIDM after New Delhi. Various legal provisions and institutional settings of disas-
ter governance in India are discussed in the proceeding sections.

India is a sovereign socia